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Abstract: Academics often have to face with burnout syndrome at work. This cross-sectional study
evaluates the reliability of the Italian version of the Copenhagen Burnout Inventory (CBI) in a sample
of Academics of Sapienza University of Faculty of Medicine and Pharmacy, through an online
questionnaire composed of the CBI, SF12 Health Survey, and Positivity Scale. Univariate, bivariate,
multivariate analyses, and Cronbach α coefficients of CBI were performed. Ninety-five participants
completed the questionnaire (response rate 85%). Cronbach’s α of the three domains were high
(0.892, 0.868, and 0.836). Women, younger and part time professors reported higher score in personal
(p = 0.025; 0.060) and work burnout. In multivariate analysis decreasing age (β = −0.263; p = 0.001);
being a professor in environmental technicians (β = −0.120; p = 0.098); and low mental (β = −0.263;
p = 0.020), physical (β = −0.319; p ≤ 0.001) and positivity scores (β = −0.237; p = 0.031) predict
significantly higher personal burnout. Low physical (β = −0.346; p < 0.001) and mental (β = − 0.249;
p = 0.013) positivity (β = −0.345; p = 0.001) scores; fewer years of work (β = −0.269; p ≤ 0.001);
and being a medical or nursing professor (β = 0.169; p = 0.016) predicts high work burnout. Low MCS
predicts a high level of student burnout. Results suggest that the Italian version of the CBI is a reliable
instrument. Further research should focus on the prevalence of burnout in academics.
Keywords: burnout; academics; stress; prevention; Copenhagen Burnout Inventory
1. Introduction
Burnout has different definitions, but the most commonly used is “a state of physical, emotional or
mental exhaustion caused by long-term involvement in situations that are emotionally demanding” [1].
The origin of the term ‘burnout’ dates back to in 1970. At the beginning, it was used predominately
in popular culture and this root in the society explains the suggestive expression to address such
phenomenon [2]. This condition was focused on by sociological sciences afterwards, and subsequently,
it started to been investigated in empirical researches based on the scientific theories emerging in
concert. Burnout syndrome was initially associated with health and welfare professions (health
workers, social services workers, criminal justice employees, teachers, etc.) denominated ‘people work’
and it has been evaluated mainly through a questionnaire called Maslach Burnout Inventory
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(MBI). The MBI aims at investigating this condition among employees in human service and it
operationalizes the definition of the burnout syndrome as a result of three aspects: emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and lack of personal fulfilment [3–5]. This condition was then
recognized as being associated with any work context which provides highly stressful and pressing
conditions such as positions of high work responsibility and intense involvement independently of the
relationship with other people.
Burnout is a notable concern in research due to the negative effects on workers and workplace with
consequent social and economic repercussions. The individual outcomes of this phenomenon regard
job performance and health. Concerning job performance, burnout results in a lack of job fulfilment,
reduction of devotion to job and it is associated to absenteeism, early retirement, and recurrent
replacement of work staff. With respect to health outcomes, this syndrome has been linked to mental
health disorders such as anxiety, depression, and low self-esteem. Burnout of workers affects also the
entire work environment, raising deterioration in the relationships with colleagues, with a consequent
worsening of the arrangement of the workflow and the decline of the efficacy and productivity
of the work in team [2,6–9]. Previous studies focused on burnout syndrome among workers in
educational institutions, in particular, many authors studied this condition among teachers [10–13]
and its consequences on teachers themselves, in terms of health and efficiency at work, but also on
student outcomes. As a consequence of teacher burnout, students more frequently experience negative
social and emotional attitude and achieve less goals in their schooling [14–16]. From the beginning
of the investigation on burnout, school teaching was considered an issue of main interest, due to the
demanding kind of work especially for close interaction with students as children and adolescents [17].
Moreover, school teaching is undergoing many changes, concurrently with wide changes in the
society, as the traditional family model transforms, along with the development of new technologies,
and their application also in the education programmes and the reforms of educational system.
Consequently, teachers are exposed to greater emotional challenges that jeopardize their wellbeing
and the efficacy and effectiveness of teaching [18–21]. Academic teaching differs significantly from
school teaching, the kind of tasks concerning this profession are different and pertain to faculty and
department organization, scientific research, ethical committee issues, planning of the academic year,
management of courses with classes and examining sessions, not least, the interaction with adult
clients, university students. The main aspects reported in literature are excessive workload, department
budget deficits, and disputes with the dean [22–25]. Another factor reported related to burnout can be
the pressure to publish [26]. Scientific publication increases the rank of faculty and of academics and is
involved with the university careers of individual academics.
In literature, studies on burnout conducted exclusively on university professors are fewer,
with even less research about medical professors. Medical professors have a central position in
the medical community, they represent for students, residents, and colleagues an ideal model to be
aspire to and, at the same time, they are in charge of management workload in addition to educational
and research activities [26].
Some authors investigated burnout in professors in the medicine faculty of specific departments:
Gabbe et al. [23] in 2002 assessed burnout in chairs of obstetrics and gynecology; Johns et al. [27] in
academic staff of otolaryngology; Cruz [28] in chairs of ophthalmology; and Saleh [22] in orthopaedics.
These studies assessed burnout through MBI scale and they revealed from moderate to high levels of
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization and lack of personal fulfilment.
Tijdink et al. [26], for the first time, studied burnout and its determinants in an entire nationwide
subgroup of medical professors belonging to the university medical centres in The Netherlands through
Maslach Burnout Inventory, finding that emotional exhaustion arises in younger medical professors
and consequently the risk to develop burnout.
Even if MBI is the most used instrument in researches on burnout, many authors criticized the
reliability of this questionnaire and the burnout theory which it is based on. Kristensen et al. [10],
Pines et al. [29], and Schutte et al. [30] proposed CBI as a new tool to address the limitations of the MBI.
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MBI assesses the phenomenon of burnout according to the original definition by Maslach [2,3]
restricted to workers of the human service sector. Later, Maslach and Jackson in 1986 extended the
concept of burnout also to inbred aspects of human service work, as the emotional demand [3].
The CBI was introduced by Krinstensen et al. and validated during the Danish longitudinal
study PUMA of burnout in employees in the human service sector started in 1997. In this study,
the researchers created a new tool to overcome the limitations of MBI and to satisfy the need to
measure burnout suitably. Krinstensen et al. criticized the measurement of depersonalization and the
reduction of personal accomplishment in the MBI—because they consider these issues as a copying
strategy and a consequence, respectively—therefore, these should not be included in the assessment of
the burnout phenomenon. In the middle of the 1990s, a new version of MBI was created, the MBI-GS,
with new questions added and with more generic items in order to suit to professions even without
a close involvement with people [10]. According to Pines [29] and Shirom [31], burnout syndrome
is not a result of different dimensions, instead a global phenomenon, characterized by a core of
exhaustion, both physical and psychological. This exhaustion develops across different life domains:
the personal sphere, the overall work experience, and the specific area of work related to interaction
with clients. These domains correspond to the three subscales that compose the CBI, the personal
burnout, work-related burnout, and student-related burnout.
The CBI was created to be conform to the evidence of the research on burnout to date [32] and it
has been constructed on the central concepts of fatigue and exhaustion, for this reason it seems to fit
accurately to the previous definition of burnout by Aronson and Pines from 1988 [33] and to the latest
definition of Schaufeli and Greenglass in 2001 [1].
Hence, the CBI consists of a generic part, personal burnout; this section measures the physical
and psychological fatigue and exhaustion experienced by the person regardless the working status.
The second section is work-related burnout, and it measures the same features, the physical and
psychological fatigue and exhaustion experienced by the person but perceived as strictly related to
his/her work. This section does not manage to ascribe the fatigue and exhaustion to the working
sphere of a person in a scientific way, rather the objective is to define the person’s attribution of these
features to the work context [3].
The last scale is about client-related burnout, it assesses the fatigue and exhaustion the person
undergoes at work due to their relationship with clients. The generic term ‘clients’ refers to the people
with the worker interacts with due to their specific type of work. They can be patients, pupils, students,
residents, detainees, etc. [32]. To our knowledge, only one study [34] was conducted to assess burnout
in university professors through CBI. This research performed in a Japanese private university and the
sample not belong solely to faculty of Medicine.
Objective
This study aims at evaluating the reliability and validity of the Italian version of Copenaghen
Burnout Inventory in a sample of academics belonging to the faculty of Medicine of Sapienza University
of Rome. It is the first study in Europe performed on academic professors through administration
of this tool. The Italian version of this questionnaire has been validated by Fiorilli et al. in 2015 in
an Italian teacher group [5].
2. Methods
2.1. Study Design
Cross-sectional study, according to the STROBE statement [35] was performed during the period
December 2017–February 2018.
2.2. Setting
Sapienza University of Rome.
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2.3. Participants
Table 1 shows information about the population of academics of the Faculty of Medicine and
Pharmacy, Sapienza University of Rome teaching in medicine, nursing environmental technician,
other health profession degree courses. Participants were invited via e-mail to self-complete an
online survey. Ninety-five academics completed the questionnaire (response rate 85%). The mean
age of the respondent was 53.6 years, the mean duration of work experience was 16 years, 68.4%
of the respondents were women, 45.3% were medicine professors, 28.4% were nursing professors.
The academics of the sample were divided in three different groups for the statistical analysis:
33–43 years old, 44–53 years old, and older than 53. These ranges of age seem to correspond better
with different stages of typical university career of professors.
Table 1. Characteristic of the whole population.
Variables N (%) or Mean (SD)
Gender
Male 49 (51.6)
Female 46 (48.4)
Age
33–43 16 (16.8)
44–53 26 (27.4)
>53 53 (55.8)
Civil status
Single 15 (15.8)
Married/cohabitant 70 (73.7)
Widow/widower 2 (2.1)
Divorced 8 (8.4)
Teaching
Medicine 43 (45.3)
Nursing 27 (28.4)
Environmental technicians 17 (17.9)
Other health professions 8 (8.4)
Type of work
Part time professor 13 (13.7)
Contract teacher 21 (22.1)
Full time Academics 61 (64.2)
Time to go to work
<15 min 20 (21.1)
16–30 min 39 (41.1)
>30 min 36 (37.9)
Sons
0 28 (29.5)
1 23 (24.2)
2 38 (40.0)
3 6 (6.3)
Year of work
1–10 31 (32.6)
11–20 44 (46.3)
>20 20 (21.1)
2.4. Questionnaires
The online questionnaires were composed by Copenhagen Burnout Inventory (CBI) (32), SF12
Health Survey [36], and the Positivity Scale [37]. The request of participation was sent by email and
introduced in a neutral way, without any references to “burnout syndrome” to avoid a risk of framing
in the answer to the questionnaire. CBI was used for assessing dimension of personal, work-related,
and client (student)-related burnout. In detail, the questionnaire was composed in total by 19 items
and 3 sections: the personal burnout section consists of six items (e.g., “How often do you feel tired?”,
“How often are you physically exhausted?”, “How often do you think: ‘I can’t take it anymore’?”);
the work-related burnout was composed of seven items (e.g., “Do you feel worn out at the end of
the working day?”, “Are you exhausted in the morning at the thought of another day at work?”,
“Does your work frustrate you?”), and the client-related burnout was comprised of another six items
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(e.g., “Do you find it hard to work with clients?”, “Does it drain your energy to work with clients?”,
“Do you feel that you give more than you get back when you work with clients?”).
The answers that can be given to each item are ‘always or to a very high degree’, ‘often or to
a high degree’, ‘sometimes or somewhat’, ‘seldom or to a low degree’ and ‘never/almost never or to
a very low degree’, these scores attributed to these answers are 100, 75, 50, 25, and 0% respectively,
with an inverse scoring for the fourth item of the work-related burnout, since this refers to the presence
of residual energy for family and friends in the spare time. For each scale, it has calculated a total
average score.
Health-related quality of life was measured using the Italian version of the Short Form-12
(SF-12) [36]. The SF-12 includes 12 questions from the SF-36 Health Survey. The SF-12 is composed
of 12 items: 2 on physical functioning, 2 on physical role, 1 on bodily pain, 1 on general health, 1 on
vitality, 1 on social functioning, 2 on emotional role, and 2 on mental health. The items reproduce the
physical component summary (PCS) and the mental component summary (MCS) scores. Scores on the
SF-36 and SF-12 scales range from 0–100, with higher scores indicating better health. The eight-item
positivity scale (PS) [37] was used to measure positivity, defined as the tendency to view life and
experiences with a positive outlook. Participants answered eight items on a five-point scale from 1
(‘strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’). The questionnaire addressed sociodemographic variables,
such as age, gender, marital status, and number of children, and some basic work variables, such as
length of employment, type of work contract, faculty of teaching, commuting.
2.5. Statistical Analysis
All analyses, including descriptive statistics and inferential statistics, were carried out using SPSS
for Windows 25.0 (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA). A statistically significant difference was accepted at
a p-value of less than 5%.
Cronbach α coefficients were calculated to assess internal reliability of each domain of
the questionnaire.
Descriptive statistics were performed using mean, SD, median, and minimum and maximum
for quantitative variables. The frequencies and percentages were computed for qualitative ones.
Student’s t-test, or Mann–Whitney U test were applied for two groups comparisons, ANOVA and
Kruskall–Wallis test for comparisons of more than two groups. The Kolmogorov–Smirnov test was
used to verify the normality of the variables. The Pearson’s correlation was computed to estimate the
direct or indirect association between the variables. Using the variables from the bivariate analysis,
it was developed a multivariate logistic regression model by backward stepwise selection with the
three domain of CBI as dependent variables.
2.6. Ethical Considerations
The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Policlinico Umberto I Rome [project
code 4270].
3. Results
Cronbach’s α for internal reliability of the three domains were high (0.892 for personal burnout,
0.868 for work burnout, and 0.836 for client burnout) (Table 2).
Table 2. Results of the Cronbach’s Alpha for the questionnaire dimensions.
Dimension Alpha
Personal burnout 0.892
Work burnout 0.868
Client burnout 0.836
Personal, work, and client burnout 0.918
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Univariate analysis (Table 3) show that level of personal burnout (mean score 41.4) in women was
significantly higher (p = 0.025) than in men. Furthermore, personal burnout level was higher in younger
professors, widows, professors with part time contracts (p not significant), and in environmental technician
professors. Work burnout (mean value 34.3) was definitely higher in younger, part time professors and
medicine professors, slightly higher in women (p not significant). Student burnout was higher in younger,
male, and nursing professors. At the year progresses, work seems to increase only the level of student
burnout. Mental scale (MCS), physical scale (PCS), and positivity scale scores were higher among men,
environmental technician professors, and contract teachers (Table 4). In multivariate analysis (Table 5)
decreasing age (β = −0.263, p = 0.001), being a professor in environmental technology (β = −0.120,
p = 0.098); and low mental (β =−0.263, p = 0.020), physical (β =−0.319, p≤ 0.001), and positivity scores
(β = −0.237, p = 0.031) predict significantly higher personal burnout. Low PCS (β = −0.346, p < 0.001);
MCS (β =−0.249, p = 0.013) and positivity (β =−0.345, p = 0.001) scores; fewer years of work (β =−0.269,
p≤ 0.001); and being a medical or nursing professor (β = 0.169, p = 0.016) predict high work burnout. Low
MCS predicts a high level of student burnout.
Table 3. Univariate analysis for the three dimensions of the Copenhagen Burnout Inventory.
Variables
Personal Burnout Work Burnout Client (Student) Burnout
Mean p Mean p Mean p
Gender
Male 41.86
0.025
47.38
0.820
49.22
0.653Female 54.54 48.66 46.70
Civil status
Single 54.73
0.665
53.33
0.842
45.77
0.964
Married/cohabitant 46.92 46.54 48.61
Widow/widower 57.50 50.50 40.75
Divorced 42.44 50.19 48.63
Teaching
Medicine 48.49
0.945
50.55
0.504
47.52
0.587
Nursing 47.76 50.22 52.43
Environmental technicians 49.65 43.21 47.18
Other health professions 42.69 37.00 37.38
Type of work
Part time professor 56.46
0.060
54.77
0.477
55.23
0.381Contract teacher 36.07 43.02 42.00
Full time Academics 50.30 48.27 48.52
Time to go work
<15 min 41.23
0.403
50.08
0.928
53.00
0.21616–30 min 51.41 47.65 42.13
30–60 min 48.07 47.22 51.58
Table 4. Correlation matrix.
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Age (1) 1
Year of work (2) 0.587 ** 1
PCS12 (3) −0.125 −0.218 * 1
MCS12 (4) 0.102 0.080 0.400 ** 1
Pos Scale (5) −0.05 −0.24 * 0.38 ** 0.70 ** 1
Children (6) 0.28 ** 0.00 0.04 0.12 0.09 1
Personal burnout (7) −0.27 * −0.00 −0.42 ** −0.58 ** −0.51 ** −0.19 1
Work burnout (8) −0.24 * −0.07 −0.44 ** −0.59 ** −0.60 ** −0.09 0.78 ** 1
Client burnout (9) −0.07 −0.04 −0.26 * −0.28 ** −0.23 * 0.01 0.40 ** 0.53 ** 1
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Table 5. Multivariate analyses for the three dimensions of the Copenhagen Burnout Inventory.
Variables
Personal Burnout Work Burnout Client Burnout
Beta (p) Beta (p) Beta (p)
Gender F ˆ 0.14 (0.047)
Age −0.26 (0.001)
Teaching *
Medicine Nursing 0.12 (0.098) 0.17(0.016)
Civil status ◦
Married −0.17 (0.017)
Year of work −0.27 (<0.001)
MCS −0.26 (0.020) −0.25 (0.013) −0.39 (<0.001)
PCS −0.32 (<0.001) −0.35 (<0.001)
Positivity scale −0.24 (0.031) −0.35 (0.001)
R2 0.55 0.62 0.14
ˆ reference = male; * ref = other health profession; ◦ ref = single.
4. Discussion
Results suggest that the Italian version of the CBI is a reliable instrument for analyzing academic
populations, as demonstrated by the high values of Cronbach alpha in each scale. In this study, female
academics have higher degree of personal burnout. This evidence corresponds with the findings of
Taka [34]. It can be speculated that women tend to be prone to experience high degree of personal
burnout and the reasons could be related to gender inequality at work or to a weaker role of women in
the society. Despite this, most female academics in this study had a favorable contractual position,
almost the 75% of the female professors had a permanent contract. In a qualitative review of the
burnout literature, Maslach et al. [2] observed that women tend to have a higher degree of emotional
exhaustion than men, whereas men tend to be more prone to depersonalization than women.
The women in the sample studied are similar for sociodemographic data to the sample
investigated by Taka [34]. The status civil of both sample are comparable in the study of Taka,
almost 50% of the women do not have children; in this study, 35% of women did not have sons
instead. Civil status and childbearing are similar in the two studies and are important determinants
because previous investigations on burnout show that they are protective factors against burnout
development [38,39]. In addition to the general work-related aspects, many authors emphasize the
influence of sociodemographic characteristics on the development of burnout [2,19,40,41]. In CBI
questionnaire the first dimension is personal burnout, that investigates personal life of the interviewer
beyond the work context and the personality characteristics. Many authors demonstrated that
individual attitude to work and character can influence the vulnerability to burnout. CBI is a good tool
to assess burnout in people despite their working condition, despite of MBI that measures burnout as
a phenomenon merely related to work [10].
It is not possible to make a comparison about the kind of contract and the belonging of particular
degree courses because these data have not been showed in the study by Taka.
In the present study, younger and part-time professors are more prone to develop burnout,
as demonstrated previously by Tijdink, Cruz, and Gabbe [23,26,28], on the other hand, the increase
of years of work seems to only increase the level of student burnout. In the population investigated,
younger professors more often have a part-time appointment than older ones, and this pattern reflects
the particular nature of university career, as young professors need many years of work to reach
a permanent contract. It can be deducted the work precariousness is related to increasing risk to
experience burnout. In multivariate analysis conducted in the present study, low mental and physical
score of SF12 and low positivity score are related to high degree of burnout in all three domains of
CBI. These results are in line with the work of Kristensen [10] where low score in subscales of SF36,
the original completed version SF12 derived from, were related to higher level of burnout. The present
study shows strong negative correlation between CBI and SF12 and positivity scale; on the other side,
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Fiorilli [5] analyzed the correlation between CBI and work-engagement and self-efficacy measures,
founding the same negative correlation.
Academics belonging to medicine and nursing degree courses have significantly higher rate of
work burnout. It could be speculated that these workers can be more disposed to experience burnout
for contemporary or previous load of work in patient care sector [22,23].
Every subscale of the CBI correlates with the two other subscales composing the questionnaire,
as already demonstrated by Kristensen in the PUMA study and by Fiorilli in the study of validation
of the Italian version of CBI by Fiorilli. These findings assess the convergent validity of the CBI.
Academics have a central role in the society, their wellbeing, which can be impaired when they
experience burnout, is a remarkable issue, since they teach future professionals and they train them.
Not only the degree of teaching, but also the quality of research in the universities is assured by their
work. For this reason, the professors and people that manage and supervise the university system
should be made aware of this phenomenon. Different strategies of support for academics should be
actuated in order to control the phenomenon, it seems obvious that the approach to counteract burnout
cannot be only one. It has been demonstrated that consultation service is useful in workplaces where
burnout rate is high [34,42,43]. The implementation of workshops to teach academics to recognize and
to control the risk of burnout at work and in their private lives could also be helpful.
Study Limitations
A first limitation can be represented by the relatively small amount of the sample. This study has
been conducted among Academics belonging to only one University, and it aimed at validating CBI
in professors of Medicine Faculty. For this reason, the number of the sample is not so big. Moreover,
the cross-sectional nature of study doesn’t allow to make inference on causality or temporal order
of variables.
Furthermore, it cannot be excluded a response bias, even if both workers that experience higher
degree of burnout and those that are less affected, are supposed to be reluctant to participate for
opposite reasons, as a sense of waste of time to use to other tasks of work. Moreover, as this study
was conducted by a group of research of the same university, it is possible to expect a response bias
due to some reluctance to answer sincerely to this kind of survey by the participants, despite of the
preservation of confidentiality.
For respondents that work also in patient care this aspect can influence and interfere with the
score obtained in the three different subscales of the CBI.
Regarding the strengths of the study to our knowledge, at the time this paper is written, this is
the first study to assess burnout in academics of Medicine Faculty by CBI and the first time the CBI
has been used and validated in this category of workers in Italy. According to the latest researches on
burnout and its theoretical model, even if it has been estimated that the MBI has been used in 90% of
the scientific studies [43], CBI could be considered more reliable tool to evaluate this phenomenon [5,6].
Moreover, in this study the population of academics belonging to the degree courses considered to
was recruited with high response rate: the 85% of academics fulfilled the online questionnaire, so the
representativeness of the sample was considered preserved.
This study reveals a high alpha Cronbach coefficient, it proves a high internal reliability as
previously found by Kristensen. The results show the same alpha Cronbach coefficient in Personal
burnout as it Fiorilli et al [5] found in their investigation, and even a higher coefficient in Work-related
burnout and Student-related burnout.
The survey was performed by online questionnaires that can be considered as reliable as live
questionnaires. Moreover, this kind of tools allows the respondents to fulfill the questionnaire at home,
in a more comfortable setting and when the interviewer feels at ease, without any kind of pressure
related to his/her work context.
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The study was conducted in December- February to avoid an underestimation or overestimation
of the phenomenon due to the peculiar organization of the academic year, with a long period of stop
for summer holidays that in our country last from the end of July to the beginning of September.
This study reveals a good reliability of the CBI in academics, further researches through
a multicentre study should be carried out to assess the burnout syndrome in this category of workers.
5. Conclusions
This study reveals that burnout is present among academics, this should be considered
an opportunity to further assess the phenomenon by looking closer at stressors and risk factors
that can develop it. University organizations, in particular public universities, should try to develop
strategies to avoid the rise of this syndrome. Results suggest that the Italian version of the CBI,
never used in Europe in this kind of workers, is a reliable toll. Further research should focus on
the prevalence of burnout among academics for the effect on their wellbeing and consequences on
teaching, publishing, and University performance.
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Funding: The authors received no specific funding for this article.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.
References
1. Schaufeli, W.B.; Greenglass, E.R. Introduction to special issue on burnout and health. Psychol. Health 2001,
16, 501–510. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Maslach, C.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Leiter, M.P. Job burnout. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2001, 52, 397–422. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
3. Maslach, C.; Jackson, S.; Leiter, M. Maslach Inventory Manual, 3rd ed.; Consulting Psychologist Press:
Palo Alto, CA, USA, 1996.
4. Maslach, C. Burnout: The Cost of Caring; Trad. It. La sindrome del burnout. Il prezzo dell’aiuto agli altri;
Cittadella Editrice: Assisi, Italy, 1992.
5. Fiorilli, C.; De Stasio, S.; Benevene, P.; Fioredistella Iezzi, D.; Pepe, A.; Albanese, O. Copenhagen Burnout
Inventory (CBI): A validation study in an Italian teacher group. TPM Test Psychom. Methodol. Appl. Psychol.
2015, 22, 537–551.
6. Schaufeli, W.B.; Maslach, C. Historical and conceptual development of burnout. In Professional Burnout;
Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2017; pp. 1–16.
7. Salvagioni, D.A.J.; Melanda, F.N.; Mesas, A.E.; González, A.D.; Gabani, F.L.; de Andrade, S.M. Physical,
psychological and occupational consequences of job burnout: A systematic review of prospective studies.
PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0185781. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
8. Salamat, A.S.A.; Yusof, N.M.; Ibrahim, S.; Zamhury, N.; Ramli, S.I. Job Stressors and Job Burnout.
In Proceedings of the 44th IEEE International Conference on Plasma Science, ICOPS2017 eProceedings,
Atlantic City, NY, USA, 21–25 May 2017.
9. Kim, W.H.; Ra, Y.A.; Park, J.G.; Kwon, B. Role of burnout on job level, job satisfaction, and task performance.
Leadersh. Organ. Dev. J. 2017, 38, 630–645. [CrossRef]
10. Kristensen, T.S.; Hannerz, H.; Høgh, A.; Borg, V. The Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire-a tool for the
assessment and improvement of the psychosocial work environment. Scand. J. Work Environ. Health 2005, 31,
438–449. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
11. Lamude, K.G.; Scudder, J. Burnout of teachers as related to influence tactics within the college classroom.
Percept. Mot. Skills 1994, 79, 915–919. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
12. Kyriacou, C. Teacher stress: Directions for future research. Educ. Rev. 2001, 53, 27–35. [CrossRef]
13. Guglielmi, R.S.; Tatrow, K. Occupational stress, burnout and health in teachers. A methodological and
theoretical analysis. Educ. Res. Rev. 1998, 68, 61–99. [CrossRef]
Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 1708 10 of 11
14. Brunsting, N.C.; Sreckovic, M.A.; Lane, K.L. Special education teacher burnout: A synthesis of research from
1979 to 2013. Educ. Treat. Child. 2014, 37, 681–711. [CrossRef]
15. Skaalvik, E.M.; Skaalvik, S. Teacher self-efficacy and teacher burnout: A study of relations. Teach. Teach. Educ.
2010, 26, 1059–1106. [CrossRef]
16. Shen, B.; McCaughtry, N.; Martin, J.; Garn, A.; Kulik, N.; Fahlman, M. The relationship between teacher
burnout and student motivation. Br. J Educ. Psychol. 2015, 85, 519–532. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
17. Zhong, J.; You, J.; Gan, Y.; Zhang, Y.; Lu, C.; Wang, H. Job stress, burnout, depression symptoms, and physical
health among chinese university teachers1. Psychol. Rep. 2009, 105, 1–7. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
18. Rodríguez-Mantilla, J.M.; Fernández-Díaz, M.J. The effect of interpersonal relationships on burnout
syndrome in Secondary Education teachers. Psicothema 2017, 29, 370–377. [PubMed]
19. Rodríguez-Mantilla, J.M.; Fernández-Díaz, M.J. El síndromede Burnout en el profesorado de Secundaria y
su relación con variablespersonales y profesionales [Burnout syndrome in secondary schoolteachers and its
relationship with personal and professional variables]. Rev. Esp. Pedagog. 2012, 252, 259–278.
20. Kokkinos, C.M. Job stressors, personality and burnout in primaryschool teachers. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 2007,
77, 229–243. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
21. Skaalvik, E.M.; Skaalvik, S. Dimensions of teacher burnout: Relations with potential stressors at school.
Soc. Psychol. Educ. 2017, 20, 775–790. [CrossRef]
22. Saleh, K.J.; Quick, J.C.; Conaway, M.; Sime, W.E.; Martin, W.; Hurwitz, S.; Einhorn, T.A. The prevalence
and severity of burnout among academic orthopaedic departmental leaders. J. Bone Jt. Surg. Am. 2007, 89,
896–903. [CrossRef]
23. Gabbe, S.G.; Melville, J.; Mandel, L.; Walker, E. Burnout in chairs of obstetrics and gynecology: Diagnosis,
treatment, and prevention: Presidential address. Am. J. Obstet. Gynecol. 2002, 186, 601–612. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
24. Collado, P.A.; Soria, C.B.; Canafoglia, E.; Collado, S.A. Condiciones de trabajo y salud en docentes
universitarios y de enseñanza media de Mendoza, Argentina: Entre el compromiso y el desgaste emocional.
Salud Colect. 2016, 12, 203–220. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
25. David, I.C.; Quintão, S. Burnout in teachers: Its relationship with personality, coping strategies and life
satisfaction. Acta Med. Port. 2012, 25, 145–155. [PubMed]
26. Tijdink, J.K.; Vergouwen, A.C.; Smulders, Y.M. Publication pressure and burn out among Dutch medical
professors: A nationwide survey. PLoS ONE 2013, 8, e73381. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
27. Johns III, M.M.; Ossoff, R.H. Burnout in academic chairs of otolaryngology: Head and neck surgery.
Laryngoscope 2005, 115, 2056–2061. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
28. Cruz, O.A.; Pole, C.J.; Thomas, S.M. Burnout in chairs of academic departments of ophthalmology.
Ophthalmology 2007, 114, 2350–2355. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
29. Pines, A.M.; Keinan, G. Stress and burnout: The significant difference. Pers. Individ. Differ. 2005, 39, 625–635.
[CrossRef]
30. Schutte, N.; Toppinen, S.; Kalimo, R.; Schaufeli, W. The factorial validity of the Maslach Burnout
Inventory-General Survey (MBI-GS) across occupational groups. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2000, 73,
53–66. [CrossRef]
31. Shirom, A. Reflections on the study of burnout. Work Stress 2005, 19, 263–270. [CrossRef]
32. Kristensen, T.S.; Borritz, M.; Villadsen, E.; Christensen, K.B. The Copenhagen Burnout Inventory: A new tool
for the assessment of burnout. Work Stress 2005, 19, 192–207. [CrossRef]
33. Pines, A.; Aronson, E. Career Burnout: Causes and Cures; Free Press: New York, NY, USA, 1988.
34. Taka, F.; Nomura, K.; Horie, S.; Takemoto, K.; Takeuchi, M.; Takenoshita, S.; Murakami, A.; Hiraike, H.;
Okinaga, H.; Smith, D. ROrganizational climate with gender equity and burnout among university academics
in Japan. Ind. Health 2016, 54, 480–487. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
35. Vandenbroucke, J.P.; Von, E.E.; Altman, D.G.; Gotzsche, P.C.; Mulrow, C.D.; Pocock, S.J.; Poole, C.;
Schlesselman, J.J.; Egger, M. Strengthening the reporting of observational studies in epidemiology (STROBE):
Explanation and elaboration. PLoS Med. 2007, 4, e297. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
36. Apolone, G.; Quattrociocchi, P.M.L.; Gianicolo, E.A.L.; Groth, N.; Ware, J.E., Jr. Questionario Sullo Stato Di
Salute SF-12 Versione Italiana. Versione IRFMN Aggiornata al 2005. Available online: http://crc.marionegri.
it/qdv/downloads/SF12%20Manuale.pdf (accessed on 14 June 2017).
Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 1708 11 of 11
37. Caprara, G.V.; Alessandri, G.; Eisenberg, N.; Kupfer, A.; Steca, P.; Caprara, M.G.; Yamaguchi, S.;
Fukuzawa, A.; Abela, J. The positivity scale. Psychol. Assess. 2012, 24, 701–712. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
38. Ifeagwazi, F.C.M. The influence of marital status on self-report of symptoms of psychological burnout among
nurses. Omega-J. Death Dying 2006, 52, 359–373. [CrossRef]
39. Llorent, V.J.; Ruiz-Calzado, I. Burnout and its relation to sociodemographic variables among education
professionals working with people with disabilities in Córdoba (Spain). Cienc. Saude Coletiva 2016, 21,
3287–3295. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
40. Musavy, S.; Nimehchisalem, V. Contribution of gender, marital status, and age to English language teachers’
burnout. Adv. Lang. Lit. Stud. 2014, 5, 39–47.
41. Brewer, E.W.; Shapard, L. Employee burnout: A meta-analysis of the relationship between age or years of
experience. Hum. Resour. Dev. Rev. 2004, 3, 102–123. [CrossRef]
42. Halbesleben, J.R. Sources of social support and burnout: A meta-analytic test of the conservation of
resourcesmodel. J. Appl. Psychol. 2006, 91, 1134. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
43. Shirom, A.; Melamed, S. A comparison of the construct validity of two burnout measures in two groups of
professionals. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2006, 13, 176. [CrossRef]
© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
